United States Patent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
www.uspto.gov 



□ 



APPLICATION NO. 



FILING DATE 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 



ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 



CONFIRMATION NO. 



10/506,950 



09/08/2004 



7590 



34872 

BASELL USA INC. 
INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY 
912 APPLETON ROAD 
ELKTON, MD 21921 



02/23/2006 



Anteo Pelliconi 



MI 6008 (US) 



6922 



EXAMINER 



ART UNIT 



HARLAN, ROBERT D 

n 



PAPER NUMBER 



1713 



DATE MAILED: 02/23/2006 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO-90C (Rev. 10/03) 



Office Action Summary 


Application No. 

10/506,950 


Applicant(s) 

PELLICONI ET AL. 


Examiner 
Robert D. Harlan 


Art Unit 

1713 





- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 15 September 2005 . 
2a)^ This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) [3 Claim(s) 7-73 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) S Claim(s) 7-73 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)Q The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)^ Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
aM AH b)Q Some * c)D None of: 

1 0 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. E3 Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1) □ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Pa P er No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 5 ) d Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. The Amendment filed by Applicant on 09/15/05 has been 
entered. 

Response to Amendment/Arguments 

2. Applicant's amendment and arguments filed on 09/15/05 have 
been fully considered and they are found unpersuasive . 

3. The rejection of claims 1, 4 and 9-10 under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention is withdrawn. 

Foreign Priority 

4. This application is a case filed under 35 USC 371 claiming 
priority to PCT/EP03/02518 filed on 03/06/2003. The Applicants 
have submitted the foreign priority document (s) as noted on the 
Request . 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or 
a foreign country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one 
year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-13 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
obvious over Pellegatti et al . , EP 0 640 649 Bl (hereinafter 
u Pellegatti" ) . Pellegatti discloses a polyolefin composition 
comprising (a) 30-60% propylene homopolymer, (b) 14-30% 
copolymers of propylene with ethylene, (c) 10-25% copolymer of 
ethylene/C 4 -Ci 0 olefins and (d) 5-45% filler. See Pellegatti, 
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page 2, lines 33-45. Although Pellegatti does not disclose all 
the characteristics and properties of the polymer components 
disclosed in the present claims, based on the overall monomer 
composition and the amount of each respective polyolefin 
component, the Examiner has a reasonable basis to believe that 
the properties claimed in the present invention is inherent in 
the compositions disclosed by Pellegatti. Because the PTO has no 
means to conduct analytical experiments, the burden of proof is 
shifted to the Applicants to prove that the properties are not 
inherent. See In re Fitzgerald , 619 F.2d 67, 205 USPQ 594 (CCPA 
1980) ; In re Best , 195 USPQ 430 (CCPA 1977) ; In re Napier , 55 
F.3d 610, 613, 34 USPQ2d 1782, 1784 (Fed. Cir. 1995). 

8. The claiming of a new use, new function or unknown 
property, which is inherently present in the prior art does not 
necessary make the claim patentable. In re Best , 562 F.2d 1252, 
1254, 195 USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA 1977). However, the fact that a 
certain result or characteristic may occur or be present in the 
prior art is not sufficient to establish the inherency of that 
result or characteristic. See In re Rijckaert , 9 F.3d. 1531, 
1534, 28 USPQ2d 1955, 1957 (Fed. Cir. 1993) (reversed rejection 
because inherency was based on what would result due to 
optimization o'f conditions, not what was necessary due to 
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optimization of conditions, not what was necessarily present in 
the prior art) . "To establish inherency, the extrinsic evidence 
must make clear that the missing descriptive matter is 
necessarily present in the thing describe in the reference, and 
that it would-.be so recognized by persons of ordinary skill. 
Inherency, however, may not be established by probabilities or 
possibilities. The mere fact that a certain thing may result 
from a given set of circumstances is not sufficient. ' " See In 
re Robertson , 169 F.3d 743, 745, 49 USPQ2d 1949, 1950-51. "In 
relying upon the theory of inherency, the examiner must provide 
a basis in fact and/or technical reasoning to reasonably support 
the determination that the allegedly inherent characteristic 
necessarily flows from the teachings of the applied prior art." 
Ex parte Levy , 17 USPQ2d 1461, 1464 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 
1990) . 

9. Even if the disclosure of Pellegatti does not satisfy the 
requirements of 35 USC 102 (b) , it still would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to arrive at the claimed 
compositions, because it appears that the claimed compositions 
are within the generic disclosure of Pellegatti and a person of 
ordinary skill in the art would have expected all embodiment of 
Pellegatti to have similar properties. Particularly, the use of 
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an additional polyolefin component (instant claim 6) in the 
blend and 60-80% component (2) (instant claim 12) is obvious to 
one ordinary skill in the art. 

10. Pellegatti teaches the use of an assortment of polyolefins 
as a part of the overall composition. For instance, Pellegatti 
teaches propylene homopolymer or copolymer may be used as 
component (a) . To one of ordinary skill the use of both is also 
a possibility considering that ethylene/propylene copolymers can 
be used as components (b) or (c) . Also 55% of component (2) as 
taught by Pellegatti is sufficiently close to 60% as described 
in the claimed invention. 

11. Applicant has not demonstrated that the differences, if 
any, between the claimed compositions and the compositions 
disclosed by Pellegatti give rise to unexpected results. The 
evidence presented to rebut the prima facie case of obviousness 
must be commensurate in scope with the claims to which it 
pertains. See In re Dill and Scales , 202 USPQ 805 (CCPA 1979) . 



12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Robert D. 
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Harlan whose telephone number is (571) 272-1102. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 10 AM - 8 PM. 

13. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, David W. Wu can be 
reached on (571) 273-1114. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
703-872-9306. 

14. Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . ft 




Robert D. Harlan 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1713 
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